
MILFORD PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING        

February 19, 2013 Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Room, 6:30 PM 
 

Present:   

 

Members:         Staff:       

Janet Langdell, Chairperson     Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner   

Paul Amato         Shirley Wilson, Recording Secretary 

Kathy Bauer          Mike McMahon Videographer           

Steve Duncanson                

Malia Ohlson, Alternate      Excused:   

Judy Plant          Tom Sloan      

Susan Robinson, Alternate     Chris Beer   
 

 

MINUTES: 
1. Approval of minutes from the 1/15/13 meeting. 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS:  
2. Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, Lot 1-1;  Public hearing for a 

site plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, in-kind, a new 185ft self-support 

tower.  (New application) 

  
3. Tom Richards dba Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley Trust Realty – 212 South St 

– Map 30, Lot 131.  Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle 

sales with retail/display spaces.  (New application)  

 

 

OLD BUSINESS: 
4. Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Design review for a 

proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   
(Tabled from 1/15/13)  

  

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 
5. St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31, Lot 32;  Discussion on proposed conceptual design.   
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Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:30PM.  She then explained the process for the public 

hearing, introduced the Board and Staff and read the agenda.  

 

MINUTES: 

J. Langdell inquired about the blank space on page 5.  S. Wilson noted that staff did not have a copy of the letter 

from the forester, so the date was unknown.  J. Langdell asked the applicants from Ducal Development to submit 

said letter.  S. Duncanson made a motion to approve the minutes from the 1/15/13 meeting, with the insertion of 

the date.  K. Bauer seconded and all else in favor.  

  

NEW BUSINESS:  

Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, Lot 1-1;  Public hearing for a site 

plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, in-kind, a new 185ft self-support tower.    

Abutters present: 

Gregory Kaminstein, Rainbow Ln Wilton 

 

Chairperson Langdell recognized: 

Jeffrey Barbadora, Crown Castle 

Jose Xavier, Hudson Design Group, LLC 

 

P. Amato made a motion to accept the application.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.  P. Amato made a 

motion that this application did not present potential regional impact.  J. Plant seconded and all in favor.  S. 

Wilson read the abutters list into the record.   

 

J. Barbadora presented updated plans dated 2/19/13 and explained that these plans included the suggestions from 

the staff memo.  The application is to rebuild the existing tower, like for like, approximately thirty (30’) ft from 

the old tower.  The existing tower was built in the 1980’s and over the years the structural integrity has become an 

issue with code changes, especially now that we are at revision G.  

 

P. Amato inquired about the life of the tower.  J. Barbadora  said towers were built different back then and the 

lifespan depends on the tower.  This tower is angle-framed and it has been modified over the years.  P. Amato 

asked how many carriers are currently on the tower and if there would be an increase in cell service in town.  J. 

Barbadora replied six carriers.  Those carriers are changing out the antennas to accommodate the increase in 

wireless use and newer technology, so it will increase their service.  P. Amato noted that this has been a very 

important tower in the area for a long time and it has worked well.     

 

J. Langdell asked if this will increase the carrying capacity for the number of carriers.  J. Barbadora said yes, in 

the future it would.  We are going to basically rebuild the tower, relocate the existing carriers and then we can 

dismantle the old tower.  The fence will be bumped out to accommodate the new tower; referencing sheets A1 and 

C3.  J. Langdell inquired the impervious pavement.  J. Barbadora said that the accessory road and compound will 

still remain gravel.   

 

K. Bauer inquired about the timeframe.  J. Barbadora said the dismantling will be quick, a couple of days or so 

and it will take approximately six months for project completion.      

 

Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public. 

 

G. Kaminstein asked if all the construction would be within the confines of the property.  J. Barbadora replied 

yes, absolutely.   

 

Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.  She then reviewed the comments from the staff 

memo dated 2/19/13.  She read the staff recommendation regarding the management of bonds and added that a 

few trees would have to be cut down for the fence. 

 

J. Barbadora said they added a silt fence and hay bales around the perimeter of the bump-out to control some of 

the runoff which was shown on sheet A1 and the recommended notes have been added to the plan. 
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S. Duncanson made a motion to grant approval of the application pending Note #4 of the staff recommendations.  

J. Plant seconded and all in favor.     

  

Tom Richards dba Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley Trust Realty – 212 South St – 

Map 30, Lot 131.  Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle sales 

with retail/display spaces.    

Abutters present: 

Robert Thompson, South St  

 

Chairperson Langdell recognized: 

Tom Richards, Fred Richards Auto Sales 

Barbara Livoli, Berkeley Trust Realty and property owner  

 

J. Langdell noted that the application was complete according to the staff memo.  S. Duncanson made a motion to 

accept the application.  K. Bauer seconded and all in favor.  S. Wilson read the abutters list into the record.   

 

T. Richards explained that due to the upcoming state regulation changes in 2015 for bonded car dealers, he was 

doing this out of necessity.  He’s been doing business as a bonded dealer for twenty years from his apartment but 

the RSA says he can no longer do that.  This opportunity came up and it will be a good location.  B. Livoli said 

she has the rental space as well as the parking area for four (4) cars so it works out well for both of us. 

 

J. Langdell went over the parking requirements for the mixed use building as listed on the plan.  Ten (10) spaces 

are required for the five apartments, the military business requires eight (8) spaces and this dealership will require 

two (2) spaces.  T. Richards said originally he wanted to do six (6) spaces because they were already approved as 

parking spaces and he could just turn them into display spaces.  B. Livoli said there is plenty of room for the 

businesses and tenants.  Two of the units are only one bedroom so they don’t need as many spaces and it never 

gets used; four up and four down.   

 

J. Langdell said the challenge for this Board is that there are some delineated guidelines that we have to go by.  

The military sales business may not need the eight(8) spaces but if he moved out the new business may need all of 

them.  B. Livoli said as the building owner, she wouldn’t rent it to somebody who needed more space; she 

wouldn’t be able to.  J. Langdell said again, the challenge is that you could sell the property and what we 

determine here, goes with the property and the next owner.    

 

B. Livoli said she thought the requirements were per 1,000 SF or the number of employees.  J. Langdell clarified 

that the two (2) spaces would accommodate Tom as the employee and one (1) space for his client to park.  P. 

Amato added that we wouldn’t want to approve a business without any parking.  B. Livoli said none of the tenants 

park there during the day.  T. Richards added that there is plenty of parking for customers.  There is room for 

probably thirty cars.  J. Langdell referred to the site plan regulations and said there has to be sufficient, safe 

parking and it not be a jumble.  She is familiar with the property and what it looks like, but it is not as shown on 

the original plan.  K. Bauer reiterated that if approved, this plan goes with the property and we have to look at the 

future potential.  We understand the problem, but the focus of this Board has to be on the regulations in place. 

 

P. Amato said it comes down to how many cars you want to sell at one given time and four (4) cars will probably 

work fine.  We’ve had other past instances in town, where the sites became a jumble and we’ve learned from 

those mistakes.  T. Richards said he wants to be a good tenant and a good neighbor.  There will only be four (4) 

cars there, that’s it, although he would prefer to move the cars closer to South St.  When he was working with 

staff, he thought it might be easier if the spots were just left alone as they were already approved.  J. Langdell said 

we need to be clear about what is to be approved.  B. Livoli asked if it would be acceptable to move the cars to the 

front where there would be no issue for the tenants.  P. Amato said we also have to be clear about where the 

property line is and need to make sure that the display cars stay on the property, not in the town’s ROW.  J. 

Levandowski said they would work that way and Tom was correct in saying that when meeting with staff, he did 

want to put them near the front, but it seemed best to let the Board decide where they wanted to see the display.  

The spaces will work logistically with a maximum of four (4) 9’ x 18’ spaces.   
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K. Bauer asked if the turning radius would still work if the cars were moved.  J. Levandowski said yes, the bump 

out on the plan is more exaggerated.  Also, the angle would most likely be changed to face South St.   

 

S. Duncanson brought up the parking calculations and noted that we can’t include the handicapped space.  J. 

Langdell said the calculations were based on considering this location a retail shopping center.  There are other 

examples of smaller retail operations in our regulations such as appliance, carpet, furniture, heating and plumbing 

retail sales at 1.5 spaces per 1,000SF which seems a little more reasonable than considering this a shopping 

center.  P. Amato brought up past uses and said there always seemed to be plenty of parking.  J. Langdell said she 

would like to see the calculations amended so that the parking would be based on 1.5 spaces.  It is much fairer, 

given this site.  There was consensus by the board to amend the calculations.  

  

K. Bauer inquired if there was snow storage shown on the plan.  B. Livoli said no.   J. Langdell suggested a note 

be added that appropriate snow storage be provided and the snow be removed when needed.   

 

J. Langdell said note #8 lists the variances for this property but not the special exception granted in 2000 for the 

fifth apartment.  B. Livoli said they could change that.  

 

Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public; there being none, the public portion of the meeting was 

closed.  She then reviewed the comments from the staff memo dated 2/19/13.   

  

P. Amato said this is a rather stark building and initiated discussion about landscaping.  B. Livoli said she was 

working on it and is in process of having her landscaper plant some rhododendrons and hostas along the back area 

of the building between the two retail businesses facing South St and would like to keep the lawn as is.  P. Amato 

said he was not sure if we have guidelines or requirements for existing businesses.   J. Langdell said there are 

regulations for new construction, but again we are dealing with essentially existing businesses and it’s been our 

practice to try to boost the landscaping.  B. Livoli said she’s done quite a bit along the Marshall St side.   

 

J. Levandowski read the landscaping requirements; one (1) shrub for every five ft of building frontage.  T. 

Richards said he would pitch in for a couple of shrubs.  K. Bauer said she felt, from past experiences that it was 

important to be more specific.  We could work with the applicant, but she would really like to see more 

landscaping now that they are spiffing up the property.   We should also be clear so that the applicant knows what 

we have in mind and that we know what number and types will be planted.  B. Livoli said she has a twelve (12’) 

ft drainage area that has to stay open near the middle section of the building, but she will plant along the sides of 

it and her landscaper will give her some ideas how to camouflage the rest of it.  J. Langdell said further details 

could be worked out between staff and the applicant.  J. Levandowski inquired if the Board wanted to add a 

timeframe.  J. Langdell agreed that the applicant should submit the plan for staff review by spring and the 

plantings to be completed by fall.   

 

P. Amato asked about the existing sign shown on the plan.  T. Richards said he might utilize that sign but will go 

with the state’s 12” lettering requirements and will comply with the sign ordinance.   

 

K. Bauer asked about the handicapped parking per staff recommendations.  T. Richards said there are two; in 

front of the doors for each side.  J. Langdell noted that there would also be sufficient parking on site.   

 

S. Duncanson made a motion to grant approval subject to staff recommendations, updating the parking 

calculations, moving the display spaces to the front and the landscaping per discussion.  P. Amato seconded and 

all in favor.   

  

OLD BUSINESS:  

Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Design review of a 

proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   

No abutters were present. 

  

Chairperson Langdell recognized: 

Erol Duymazlar, Ducal Development, LLC 
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Ken Clinton, Meridian Land Services, Inc.  

 

K. Bauer recused herself for this application and the BOS alternate was not available. 

 

Chairperson Langdell inquired if any correspondence or communication pertaining to this application had been 

received.  J. Levandowski replied that the office received a phone call from Anne Kranz of the Big Tree Program, 

a division of UNH, suggesting that the Board seek a second opinion from a NH county extension forester.    

 

K. Clinton said since the last meeting we met with various town departments and staff.  Jodie has been to most 

meetings and has had firsthand knowledge of those conversations.    

 

Environmental: 

We discussed the comments regarding rain gardens and porous pavement, considering both, especially the rain 

garden approach.  Mr. Elkind advised that no further outside review of the drainage would be necessary after his 

cursory review due to the fact NH DES would be intensively reviewing the AOT package.  Since it was being 

prepared by a PE from our office, it would be adequately prepared.  Since that meeting, we did incorporate rain 

gardens situated around the perimeter of the property and in between some of the units, referencing sheet SP2 or 

page 8 of 20.  Those rain garden features will handle all the internal runoff on the site while the external drainage 

will be handled by the infiltration basin.  The runoff will be treated sufficiently so that the potential benefits of 

any pervious pavement become negligible.  This will be better detailed in the drainage report and Mr. Elkind will 

comment once the full set of plans have been received and reviewed.     

 

DPW: 

We met with Rick Riendeau and had discussion pertaining to the State versus Town drainage.  He understood that 

we created easements; one will be a ROW and drainage easement that will allow a reconstruction of the 

intersection and one for the infiltration basin where the Town will have the ability to perform necessary 

maintenance.  Formal drainage easements will be forthcoming. 

 

Utilities: 

We also met with Dave and the two foremen.  There were numerous water line locations on North River Rd that 

were very confusing on the existing plan.  We located those lines from various plans and were told to come in 

with a through-line from Rte 13 through the project to North River Rd.  That connection made sense and 

ultimately we decided to come off an 8” main on Rte 13 for the hydrant and go down to a 4” for the service 

connecting to the 10” line on North River Rd.  The sewer was somewhat problematic due to separation 

requirements from the water line, so the sewer extension was changed to go into the site from Rte. 13, which will 

be less costly and a better solution.  Dave has not seen the full design yet, but will get a chance to endorse both 

water and sewer plans. 

 

Fire Department: 

We met with Captain Jason Smedick and Chief Jack Kelly.  Jason wasn’t sure the design for the turnarounds 

would meet the standards, but we worked through it and Chief Kelly gave his approval.  Units 10-13 do not 

require a turnaround at the end of their access, but the other road does; however, due to the nature of the through 

drive with the gate and two entrances having larger radius were more than adequate for the ladder truck and 

pumper truck.  They were agreeable to the road layout for emergency access.  We also adjusted the hydrant 

location, per their request, and it is now located adjacent to unit 15.  Verbally we have an understanding, but they 

also are waiting on final plans for further comment. 

  

TSC 

J. Levandowski clarified the correct wording for the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee memo that the committee 

recommended,  by a vote of 3-2 at their meeting on 2/12/13, that access be on North River Rd not Mont Vernon 

St.  Mr. Wheeler, Mr. Daniels and Mr. Archambault were in favor and Chief Viola and Mr. Parker were against.  

J. Langdell then read the rational from the 11/26 minutes. 

 

K. Clinton said this was our second visit with the committee and although I have not seen a copy of the memo, the 

results came as quite a surprise.  I am very confused with the vote and the basis for that vote.  J. Langdell 
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wondered which set of plans were referenced, as this has been through at least four different iterations.  K. 

Clinton said that original plan, did include the Hutchinson House as part of the overall project; however, the 

access point on North River Rd was not substantially different from the current plan.  At that first meeting, Mr. 

Wheeler was the sole point of view for that belief which was not echoed by any of the other members.  It is 

referenced in those minutes that it didn’t make sense from an engineering standpoint at all.  From a safety 

standpoint, NH DOT would weigh in.  Throughout this process, nobody with any jurisdiction felt that way.  NH 

DOT did state that they would be agreeable to having it be a through road if we so chose and if we could provide 

safe sight distance, but not that they wanted it to be the main access point.  J. Langdell read the NH DOT letter 

dated 11/14/12.  She then asked if one could even find 400ft of safe sight distance there.  K. Clinton replied not on 

our property and we have had discussions with the abutter but with a different plan, different driveway locations 

and a different approach.  E. Duymazlar said the key piece of pertinent information is that to even have a chance 

at sight distance we would need to enter into agreements for easements with the abutters and change the nature of 

their frontage significantly.  K. Clinton said Rte 13 is the more substantial road that is safer to have access onto.  

It is on the correct side of the curb, the outside edge.  The access on North River Rd has less safe sight distance 

and it’s on the inside of the road.  According to the NH DOT letter, we already have approval as long as we 

provide the drainage plans to show we’re not going to affect drainage on the road.  There was a lack of decision at 

that original TSC meeting.  J. Langdell also noted it was a short committee; former chief Tortorelli and Rick 

Riendeau were not in attendance.   

 

S. Duncanson explained that his concern, as was part of Mr. Wheeler’s argument, was with people traveling north 

on Rte 13 and going too fast around that curve to see a car stopped to turn left into this complex.  There is no 

depreciation of speed on that side as cars don’t have to stop.  J. Langdell inquired about the distance there.  K. 

Clinton noted that the development entrance is about 550ft from the V of the road and the overriding criteria that 

we have to follow is specified by NH DOT.   

 

Tree removal/Forester comments 

K. Clinton addressed the concerns from Ms. Kranz saying it turns out that Charlie Koch is the consulting forester 

for the Amherst Conservation Commission and he surprised at the request for a second opinion.  Ms. Kranz is the 

secretary for that commission and would have firsthand knowledge of his work.  She probably was not aware that 

Charlie did the report.  J. Langdell said we do not know how she gleaned the information.  K. Clinton said he did 

some research on Big Tree program and the gnarly white pines on this property probably wouldn’t qualify for that 

program, since their purpose is to locate the most outstanding tree species that grow in New Hampshire.  We think 

this report is fine and he offered to call Ms. Kranz personally.     

    

P. Amato said one of the potential issues is that the applicants hired a forester and got the opinion they wanted.  

Potentially a county forester that wasn’t attached to the project could look at this and come up with the same 

results or different ones.  It will drastically change the way the street looks and a second opinion is not a huge 

expense and we would have done our job to protect the integrity of Rte 13.  K. Clinton responded by offering to 

call the county forester and put him in touch with Charlie Koch to discuss further.          

 

J. Langdell thanked Ms. Kranz for calling and Mike Cleveland for writing the editorial in the Cabinet.  It can’t 

hurt to have a second opinion, especially if it costs nothing.  There was consensus from the Board for Jodie to 

coordinate a second opinion from Mr. Nute or John Ferguson who is retired. 

 

Lighting/signage 

K. Clinton said although lighting and signage details have not been included in tonight’s plans, we will satisfy the 

Ambulance concerns.  He distributed an example of the single lamp post design that is internally lit and downcast.   

Each unit will have porch lights and there will be a development sign at the entrance that may be lit. 

 

Architecturals/Floor plans 

E. Duymazlar distributed the most recent version of the architecturals, dated 2/13.  We are trying to preserve the 

barn nature of the existing structure and based on Mr. Amato’s comments at the previous meeting, our solution is 

to redo the two story structure referenced on pages 1 and 2.  The timber frame will be removed and reused off-

site.  We recognize the need to have a clubhouse and for it to be functional for the size of the community and that 

you have regulations we have to meet.  The new calculations are based on the final floor plan’s gross square 
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footage at 25,327SF of living space.  The requirement is 5% of that or 1,267SF and our proposed clubhouse area 

is 1,350SF excluding the staircase to the parking level.  There is no more storage space; it will be a two story 

clubhouse.  The primary level will have a kitchenette, a meeting area with an area for 48 seats and a bathroom.  

The lower level will house an activity area and with a bathroom.  We did verify that there is ADA accessibility 

and compliance for both levels.  K. Clinton said each duplex will have a single car garage and two external spaces 

and we kept the roof structures low but the architectural views not to scale and don’t necessarily represent the 

landscaping.         

 

P. Amato asked if the duplexes would have stackable washers and dryers.  E. Duymazlar said in some cases yes, 

the closet was designed to handle a full size stackable.  As we get into this, we’re apt to make small internal 

changes if we can improve things.  All units will have full basements with the exception of the garden style units 

and although we discussed slabs, we keep coming back to the need for storage.  The garden style homes would 

have detached garages/carports.  They are set up as carports we but would consider the Board’s preference.   

 

J. Langdell noted that there is a certain amount of activity for 55+ and maybe they would want storage for bikes.   

 

S. Robinson agreed, saying she was not sure that a carport design makes sense for this population.  E. Duymazlar 

said we sometimes build enclosed storage closets at the back of the carport and carports tend to give a more open 

feel.   

 

P. Amato referenced the small carriage shed garages at the JP Chemical facility and noted that a garage would 

offer more security.  It’s right at your entrance and a garage would look more appropriate.  E. Duymazlar said 

they will add garages.  P. Amato inquired about the square footage of the singles versus the duplexes.  E. 

Duymazlar went over the floor plans.  The unit size might be about 15% smaller than the units at Peacock Brook 

in Amherst which are two story cape and New England styles while here everything will be on one floor.  We are 

using the same designer so the details will be similar. 

 

S. Duncanson asked if the structures would be stick built.  E. Duymazlar said yes for the residences but the barn 

might have to be built to a different code.   

  

Landscaping 

K. Clinton said Randy Knowles has designed a comprehensive plan to redevelop the buffers and landscape the 

site; page SP8 references the overall design, LS2 contains the details and both are based on the understanding that 

the white pines will be removed.  E. Duymazlar said we are sensitive to redevoping the screening along the Rte 13 

corridor and for the abutters from the new construction.  We focused on using trees that provide screening and our 

plantings will create a denser, lower buffer early on.  It is important to note that we need to sell these homes and 

have to be sensitive to the marketing needs, as well as the abutters.  Good examples of the proposed landscaping 

would be Summerfield of Amherst and Peacock Brook.  Due to the elevation drop on the site, we don’t need to 

add a lot of berm to buffer a ranch, but we will consider size and width for the buffer.  There are substantially 

more perimeter plantings than we usually do.   

 

S. Robinson said the plan looks good; it has density and frequency.  She also stated that it is very important for 

the landscaping to really enhance what you are trying to do.  E. Duymazlar agreed.   

  

P. Amato asked if the site would be clear cut to the property line even on the west.  E. Duymazlar said the simple 

answer is yes, and we would keep what was safe to save; however, from a practical standpoint it would be better 

to take everything down, eliminate any safety issues, re-grade, create any berms and replant the whole site.  We 

will be sensitive to the abutters and create added buffer for the Mallows because it appears that their current 

buffer is created by the plantings on our side of the property line which we will put back.  P. Amato made an 

observation that Bartlett Commons in Amherst planted a great deal of landscaping that looked beautiful in the 

beginning, but now that ten years have passed, it almost needs thinning.    
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Traffic 

K. Clinton referenced the traffic counts supplied to the Board and reported that there would be less than 200 trips 

per day and looking at the current level of service for Rte 13 and the peak several years ago, there is a 14% drop 

in traffic.  The number of cars per day is negligible and will not affect the level of safety of the road.  We shared 

this data and the TSC minutes with NH DOT; they had no problem whatsoever.  In fact, they have already given 

us approval and it is not unsafe in their opinion.  If they felt correction was necessary, they could have us widen 

the pavement or add a turning land, but they made no comments to that effect.  The paved width of the road at the 

entrance is shown on page 4 of 20.  The pavement on Mont Vernon Rd is 25ft +/- with a 66ft ROW, nearly the 

same as North River Rd which only has a 49ft +/- ROW.  NH DOT has reviewed this plan and deemed this an 

adequate primary entrance.  The Community Development staff supports this as well.   

 

J. Langdell said the concerns from the TSC from the 11/26/12 minutes were relative to eventual traffic impacts 

and the potential to lower the speed limit and/or add another stop sign and possibly a turning lane with the fear 

that this would turn into another Rte 101A.  K. Clinton reiterated that they are accounting for a dedicated area for 

re-configuration of the intersection.  A T-intersection, should it be deemed necessary, will eliminate any of these 

concerns by drastically reducing the flow-through and slow the traffic much more than changing our access point.  

J. Langdell said that would then change the natural flow of Rte 13 which is a main north-south route in town.   

 

P. Amato said he’d like to see access on both roads.  He understands the concerns with cutting through and the 

sight distance on North River Rd, but we will be cutting off many of these residents’ ability to get out of their 

neighborhood from a different way.  The Mont Vernon Rd exit is not unsafe but we are taking all the traffic to 

that one location, especially to turn right onto North River Rd.  K. Clinton said there will be a dumpster on site so 

residents will not have to make trips to the dump and it is no faster to get to a grocery store that way, he’s clocked 

the mileage to Shaw’s and Stop & Shop.  J. Langdell said they might be going to Market Basket or Fitch’s Farm 

or Trombly Gardens.  P. Amato asked what the options were to discourage cut-throughs.  K. Clinton said a high 

tech gate that the residents themselves could get out of is really not practical.  J. Langdell expressed concern with 

the safety and sight distance on North River Rd and said she feels that there would be cut-throughs having two 

entrances as we’ve seen in other developments.  That is another reason why North River Rd has become so much 

more trafficked is because people use it to avoid going through town.  Discussion regarding access followed, 

using Kessler Farms in Nashua and Ledgewood as references.     

  

S. Duncanson said instead of putting a gate at the North River Rd entrance, could you make that piece of road up 

to unit #9 a one-way out only.  K. Clinton said without a gate, people will cut through the development from Rte 

13 to North River Rd.  These are private roads not constructed to handle that amount of traffic.  S. Duncanson 

asked if there would be signs at the entrances stating that this is a private road.  K. Clinton said he didn’t know; 

there would be a development name, but didn’t know if there would be signs stating private drive or dead-end.  P. 

Amato added that if you put “do not enter - one-way” people won’t go there.  K. Clinton said the size of the drive 

is based on the size of fire apparatus.  E. Duymazlar said there is still a significant road block which is that we 

don’t have sight distance without an agreement from the neighbors.  S. Duncanson said you would for a right turn 

only.  K. Clinton said we will take a look at that to see if it’s feasible, given the nature of the plantings there.  J. 

Levandowski said the initial Ambulance and Fire comments were that it be a gated access point, given the current 

layout.   

 

Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public.   

K. Bauer, North River Rd 

 She used to live in this area and confirmed that people do speed, it is a blind corner and coming to this 

development from downtown, there is that chance of getting rear-ended there.  Several neighbors have had 

that experience while waiting to turn into their driveways.   

 As far as reconfiguring the intersection, which has been discussed, the State has no money and a long list of 

other projects that need to be done.  While it would be valuable to get this done, it won’t be for years to come, 

so we have to look at the way it is now.    

 Residents will have to take a right turn out of the development and then another very sharp right turn to go 

west.  If there were a right turn out of the development onto North River Rd, it would be more convenient. 
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 Ledgewood has caused a lot of problems and we’ve had a lot of complaints and suggestions to the BOS 

regarding the exit/entrance on Nashua St.   

 She likes the landscaping plan.  The units along Mont Vernon where the bedrooms face out onto Mont 

Vernon Rd, need good screening as fast as possible.   

 What kind of street lighting would there be at the main access.  K. Clinton said there is an entrance sign 

proposed with may be lit on each side so that it would be readily identifiable to residents, guests and the 

general public.       

 She was fine with the proposed crosswalk for the easterly section of the residences, but it is not convenient for 

the residents on the other side of the Hutchinson House.   

 As a citizen, what is the ball park cost for a unit?  E. Duymazlar said as low as possible, but around $200,000.  

The goal is to pick a price point to help the product move but it is relative to the cost structure.   

 

Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.    

 

Crosswalks 

K. Clinton said the Planning Board made some suggestions at the last meeting to move it more to the north and 

west, perhaps aligned with the nursing home. The TSC suggested aligning it with the emergency access drive or 

to consider two crosswalks.  A crosswalk is only paint on pavement so we’ll submit the NH DOT applications 

with multiple locations for the crosswalks.  J. Langdell noted that one of the points discussed at the last meeting 

was that this location on the plan wouldn’t need any work on the south side of the street, but if it were moved 

closer to St. Joseph’s facility there would have to be some work done to make it ADA compliant.  K. Clinton 

noted that some of the savings from the sewer extension could be used, if the Planning Board or TSC prefers the 

change in location.  NH DOT has the ultimate decision as it is their jurisdiction.  P. Amato said it is great idea to 

have two crosswalks if it doesn’t pose a problem.  E. Duymazlar said if it’s good for the neighborhood then let’s 

do it. 

 

K. Clinton said the final plan set is near completion and almost ready for final submission; however, the timing of 

the submission and meeting dates is such that we probably wouldn’t get on until the April hearing.  We will 

submit the drainage to Fred Elkind for review and the DOT permit applications and the AOT application should 

go out next week.  Does the Board feel that there is more to discuss from a design review standpoint?  If not, we 

would like further give and take with Town staff, namely Fred Elkind, Dave Boucher, and the Fire Department so 

they can officially comment by memo.  J. Langdell said if you feel you are ready to go for final approval; go 

ahead.  P. Amato added that doesn’t mean that the Board will grant all the approvals at that first meeting.   

 

S. Duncanson inquired about the timeframe for the project.  E. Duymazlar said typically we do all the 

infrastructure up front, then build the garden style units and community room and will phase the remainder at four 

units at a time.   

 

K. Clinton said they wouldn’t be submitting final application in March, it would be a continuation of design 

review and a brief discussion on timing followed.  P. Amato said we’ve design reviewed this plenty and now we 

need to see final plans.  P. Amato then made a motion to grant a 65 day extension for the application.  J. Plant 

seconded and all in favor.  K. Clinton stated they are ready to go to final application.  J. Langdell then noted that 

this is the end of design review; we hope to see you in April.    

 

There was a brief recess at 9:00PM. 

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 

St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31, Lot 32; Discussion on proposed conceptual design.   

 

Chairperson Langdell recognized: 

Jay Heavisides, Meridian Land Services, Inc. 

Robert Demers, Director of Operations for St. Joseph Hospital 

Steve Clayman, Lavallee Brensinger Architects 

Kathy Cowette, Director of Planning for St. Joseph Healthcare 
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S. Clayman presented conceptual plans dated 1/15/13 and said they hope to be back with formal application in 

April and begin construction this summer.  The existing medical center dates back to the 1980’s and over the 

years it has served its purpose but is in need of replacement.  The design and layout is not ideal for modern 

medicine and it doesn’t promote efficiency or effective use of the facility.  There are large portions of the building 

that can no longer be used.  The commitment to the Milford community by St. Joe’s to build a new facility here 

will take advantage of modern design and organizational thinking and health care.  There are constraints on the 

site that will limit the building and its location.  We need to construct the new building while the existing building 

is kept operational and PSNH prohibits building underneath the power line easements although parking and a 

roadway is allowed.  As a result, this is the only place to build the new building and accomplish integration with 

the existing medical office building.  We will link the main floor of the new structure to the second floor of the 

existing medical office building.  The new facility will have an ER department, radiology, lab, rehab, and 

incorporate some new additional medical office space on the second floor.  The design will accommodate all the 

clinical spaces on one level instead of split as they are now and will be arranged more as individual services with 

clear entrances.  The site plan that evolved provided a great opportunity for the hospital to fix some of the 

problems on site, primarily the access and parking.   Currently patients and staff sometimes have to cross the 

roadway from the side parking area to get to the facility and also the ambulances use the same lot as the visitors.  

This layout will provide a more direct route to the parking for patients, segregate service traffic and better define 

staff parking.  The patient parking will be close to the entrance and the covered drop off will be a huge 

improvement from what is there now.  The parking will also be increased by thirty (30) spaces on site to 

accommodate the need; we are not increasing the programs in the facility.  The aerial view dated 1/15/13 shows 

the site.  The building is broken into pieces to reduce the sense of scale from the street and will be more in 

keeping with the residential properties in the area.  We reintroduced sloped roofs as key points.  We wanted to 

highlight the community room as a major feature of the facility and have it right up front and visible from Nashua 

St as well as the entrance.  We wanted to encourage the feel of entering a campus and keep a lower scale to again 

fit more with the surrounding residential properties.     

 

J.  Heavisides further described the constraints on site.  We have to avoid the PSNH easement as well as poles and 

guy wires which pushed building over.  There are also wetlands and a detention basin on site.  The slope of the lot 

will make the new entrance lower than Nashua St and correct the existing blind spot.  We’re separating out the 

ambulance entrance and there will be no connector for pedestrians or patients; the west side will only be for staff 

parking and ambulances.  We also added a provision for a possible mobile MRI unit that increased the pavement a 

little.  When we met with Bill Parker, Building, Planning and Fire staff, there was much discussion on the 

maneuvering of the trailer so we are working on a design to minimize the possible impact.  The facility is 

currently connected to water and sewer, so no new connections will be required.  We will meet the landscaping 

requirements and will address the Nashua/Elm Street Corridor guidelines.  The drainage will be a trade-off 

between the pavement and buildings and will not have much impact.  Our stormwater will consist of recharge 

basins and rain gardens.  There is better sight distance at the new entrance and the new drive will help separate the 

main Kaley Park traffic.  We would love to get more parking to serve the existing medical office building but the 

slope and grade is prohibitive.    

 

B. Demers explained the timing of the project which would most likely consist of removing the barn and house 

portion of the building which is not in use now, constructing the new temporary entrance, construct the parking, 

then the construction of the medical office portion, the demolition of the old facility and then the final 

construction.  The goal is for completion in June, 2014.   

 

 S. Clayman said the architectural design of the building has gone through a lengthy evolution.  The doctors and 

medical professionals really wanted this to feel like a modern medical facility.  It’s the equivalent of making a 

Wal-Mart look like a barn.  You can dress it up, but it still looks like a Wal-Mart dressed up as a barn.   The goal 

was to come up with a design that expressed the fact that this was a modern facility equipped to provide modern 

technology and had advanced from the current facility which is dated.  The barn never worked because it didn’t 

look like a health facility.  We are trying to find that point which reflects the existing medical office building in 

the traditional, conventional architecture of Milford and be honest that this is a community health center in a 

modern facility and evoke St Joe’s image as an organization.  Dr. Martin, who is head of the ER department, felt 

that when people drive by, it should feel like this is a branch of the hospital.  We also wanted to convey that this is 

a community medical center with a strong community room.  The goal is to involve the community in health and 
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wellness and make it an accessible facility.  The original design that came out of our group charrettes was a barn 

but it was this huge building that exceeded your height limits and just seemed out of scale.  It is a 24,000SF 

facility, 18,000SF of which is on the first floor and that is the nature of creating an efficient small medical health 

center.  In trying to connect everybody and minimize the use of elevators and stairs, the footprint is like that of a 

supermarket, but we’re trying to not make it look like one.      

  

K. Cowette explained that this design was our first rendition.  The basic overall concept of slanted roofs and the 

main access are fundamental design issues that we hoped to get across.  We also had an informational meeting 

with the abutters on Linden St. and invited Mrs. McGuire who was not able to attend.  They saw this conceptual 

design and seemed happy with the newer, more modern facility and understood the fact that in order to maintain 

services, we had to situate the building differently.  B. Demers noted that the one issue brought up at that meeting 

was the headlights and we will address that with a fence or something.  He also discussed traffic by the ambulance 

area and said we wanted to create a barrier between the parking areas which will probably be some type of 

landscaping berm.  The Fire Department was fine with preventing visitor traffic affecting that entrance.  K. 

Cowette reiterated that one of the major issues, from feedback from patients and physicians, was convenience for 

going between buildings for services.   S. Clayman said we can look at breaking the scale down along Nashua St 

and will incorporate materials similar to those used the medical office building but the footprint is very different 

and we don’t want to get into attached fake roofs.  We want a meaningful design.   

 

J.  Heavisides said that off-site improvements such as the left turn lane have been discussed for years.  This 

section of Nashua St has a dedicated 10-15 ft ROW for the future widening of Nashua St and it is easier to put the 

turning lane at the new location due to its location and the fact that St. Joseph now owns the additional property.  

J. Langdell said it is assumed that you will increase your volume of service which also increases traffic.  In 

addition to perhaps the needs of Kaley Park there is also the need to get people safely in and out of your facility.      

 

P. Amato said we do appreciate St. Joe’s dedication to this town and providing this service in town.  J. Langdell 

said to have this medical center in the hub of the Souhegan Valley, with Amherst, Wilton, Lyndeborough, 

Brookline, and Mont Vernon  is a huge asset to not just Milford, but to our larger community.  It’s on Milford 

land, in the middle of the “granite town”, in a very special neighborhood and it’s a neighborhood health center; 

we get what you are trying to do.  We can work to find a happy medium.  P. Amato suggested looking at the 

ordinance and examples from the guidelines, take tonight’s input and come back for another discussion.   

 

Board comments:  

 We understand the need for the new building, the constraints of the property, and the need to keep the facility 

open during construction. 

 Issues with ambulance headlights will have to be addressed. 

 Would like to see it look more like the existing medical office building and incorporate the charm of the 

medical office building.  

 Would prefer a design that was more reflective of Milford. 

 The new building design does not fit in as an entrance to Milford.   

 The proposed building is huge and out of scale.  

 Want to see good articulation of main entrances.  

 Could staff access from Linden St be closed off? 

 The general design of the building doesn’t belong .  

 The front parking and possible relocation.   

 Want to see some give and take on the design. 

 Comply with the Nashua Elm Street Corridor guidelines. 

 Envision a community garden. 

 Parking during construction? 

 Landscaping along Nashua St and screening the large parking lot.    

 See an elevation plan with windows and more details. 
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NRPC   

J. Langdell announced that the Nashua Regional Planning Commission (NRPC) will be holding a regional 

housing workshop  on  3/29/13 from 11:30 AM to 3:00 PM.  Information is available at the Community 

Development Office or on the NRPC website at www.nashuarpc.org.     

 

S. Duncanson made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:55pm.  M. Ohlson seconded and all in favor.     
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